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when ; .the government with- claim the evidence held . by 
holds evidence; ; ' . : the > President Would .tend ^to 

, , * • Both Javvorski and his pre- sJ \° t w their, inno.ence. 

J Nisotfs refusal to' give up fur- S ec e ss0r ArchihalH Tnir % the President’ chposes . 
\ {te , j- a te evidence does* f Q ’ Cox ’ confrontation, ' the courts ’havf' 

J -;'vi v , . f . y . ^ av f suggested that cases r b no way to enforce a subpena; ,; 
More jfan ■ help protect him against Watergate defendants And ' Jencks provides him 


President 


with a legal basis to withhold 



J aworski 1 — perhaps to test 
the President’s 1 intentions — 
asked St. Clair , to certify that 
the requested tapes areirrel-; 
evant, under Brady,' and per- 
mit a prosecutor to verify 
that for the judge; 
j St. 'Clair — and the Presi- 
dent-declined to do so. 1 


i J I Prtsid^it 7 ; is able to h e Ip 
; : ! | those lender indictn 


indictment, they 
l j» ii?0l c ^ resist, pressures to 
| fifO'/ii# information, w h i c h 
£ be damaging ot the Pre- 

' 5(c(2i^ .■ ... , r > ) 

The President ; announced 
tnrough h& attor- 
that he would not pbey 
for tapes : and other 
material from special prose* 


rw* 

scope* k. 


Analysis ;• 


terga'te , defendants rests on 
the 1957 . Jencks' Act and a 
series. mf. court decisions clus- 
tering p around one in : X?6i; 
known W “Brady Versus' ' Ma- 
ryland.’h ^ : : V 5 "’ • 

•• '. rh:.', 't, V s f\ 

} A? a result , of the Brady 
ruling, which strengthened 
existing law and has since 
been broadened, a defendant 
is entitled to all evidence held 
■ by . a the proseqqtiQn (including 
investigative -- 'agencies ^ ancj 
the government itself) .if it is 


; L , j ; Leon . Jaworski and the W^sary to his defense. U 
; : co.kc > .. Jiciasry Committee. - If the evidence is. not-pr<* 

, : L -Lmc is a (risk -that duced so that the judge might 

f ! «| ':ard stand may: draw # tea f examine * to see if it 


is relevant and necessary; 


may? 

I a. {^ntpmptmf-Congres^' c . . , , , ... 

1 ' tine from ihe committee; But , then the .judge, has no choice 

{>4 bciP:ice, ?;withholding? the 

idi r» MJlrAlrr. ' 4 *a ; ' . 


;%it to dismiss the case. 


■m 


f isklik^ly tip? protect 1 Jencks A.ct, passed ;t() 

\[ hiw hic^diaii it can iiarm r protect official fifes , ori iiaC 

hm. 17)g .committee v does mot - Wpnal security gropnds, mu- 

aio ut to risk the ipartt thorized-'-the government ■ to 
i ) v< anglings that a vpte on withhold (relevant evidence 

I a contempt citation' Would en- even when it meant a mis? j 

' ge/ide.. P E v < ;.v; ,r ' trial. P - = ' i , 


■ 


I ® A ^ is rfei ^ eVidehc^ tMat 
the P. ^dent’s Vstone wall’* 
is desired to protect others. 
^vi l resident, in the edited 
; ,’f ,. ; Vv hue P v jsa ; transcripts, disr 
j \ plays. , ancern, that investiga- 
tqrs ^ere^ttemptiing to incri- 
jiljhatc aim through aides like 
" R. H|[ldeman : and John 
Ehriichman} who have since 


m 

Pk 


i-T 

fen' 


Haldeman, 1 ■ ! Ehrlichmari, |! 
Charles 1 W. Colson, John! 
Mitchell and Robert C. Marfi 
dian, all citing Brgdy among , 
other cases, have joined Ja- ! 
worski in asking for the evir | 
dence the President refuses j . 
to divulge. p.. ? K 

Ehrlichman, indicted sepa- ' 
irately in the burglary at the j t - 
b$en indicted. / office of Ellsberg^s psycKia^j 

• , ; And the President’s attdr- ? . trist, claims the evidence .! 

: nays ' are fully familiar wijtft/* would show he was acting ns 
, .well-established legal •. prece- ' . a.^lfw ofgcer** .’under the au- j 
dents which may require ; thority of the President. . j 
, judges to dismiss cases or , And in the Watergate ,case 
order not guilty verdicts he and the other defendants 


